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ABSTRACT 



A study examined college students' academic delay of 
gratification, that is, their preference for an immediately available option 
(go to a concert the day before a test) or a delayed alternative (stay home 
studying for a test) . Differential explanations of academic delay of 
gratification between task, performance approach, and performance -avoid 
goal-oriented college students (n=102) also were examined, as well as their 
motivational tendencies and use of volitional strategies. Results showed that 
differences between task, performance -approach, and performance -avoid 
goal-oriented college students are highly related to their different 
motivational tendencies and use of volitional strategies. Goal orientation of 
mastery and understanding academic tasks is related to students' preference 
for activities that would facilitate attainment of long-term academic goals. 
Likewise, competing for grade is related to greater preference for delay of 
gratification to secure long-term academic achievement. In contrast, having a 
performance -avoid goal orientation is associated with the high value of the 
delay alternatives but at the same time with little use of volitional 
strategies. Further, task engagement for the sake of mastering the task or 
for the sake of showing ability and skills is associated with thinking and 
considering long-term goals. In contrast, avoiding task engagement is 
associated with learners' short-term thinking that will preclude them from 
delaying gratification, which in turn is necessary for long-term academic 
success. Contains 90 references, two tables of data, and one figure; 
appendixes contain sample scales. (Author/BT) 
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Sustaining Motivation and Academic Goals: The Invaluable Role of Academic Delay of 

Gratification' 

Academic delay of gratification refers to students’ postponement of immediately available 
opportunities to satisfy impulses in favor of pursuing chosen important academic rewards or goals 
that are temporally remote but ostensibly more valuable (Bembenutty, 1997; Bembenutty & 
Karabenick, 1999). Successful self-regulated learners typically engage in academic delay of 
gratificahon by deferring attractive activihes (e.g., have fun with friends), for the sake of achieving 
long-term goals (e.g., get a high final course grade). In contrast, less skilled learners engage in 
immediate grahficahon that could preclude them from academic success. 

There are striking individual differences in the motivational determinants of delay behavior. 
Motivational determinants, such as expectancy for success, interest, uhlity, and task value are 
known to influence learners’ task’s engagement and choice in general (Eccles, 1983; Wigfield & 
Eccles, 1992; Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Pintrich et al. 1993) and 
are also known to influence delay preference in particular (Mischel, 1996). These differences may 
be explained by learners’ task and / or performance goal orientations; that is, engaging in school 
activities for the sake of mastery of a task or for the sake of demonstrahng ability and avoiding 
failure. Further, these differences may also be explained by learners’ ability to use self-regulatory 
strategies or volitional control strategies to maintain intentions when attractive alternatives may 
arise (Como, 1993; Fuhrmann & Kuhl, 1998; Garcia et al. 1998; Kuhl & Fuhmiann, 1998; Kanfer & 
Heggestad, 1998; Xu & Como, 1998; Zimmerman, 1989, 1998a). Until now, the relationship between 
academic delay of grahfication and students’ different goal orientations has not been understood. 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the relationship between delay of grahfication 
and learners’ different goal orientahons, mohvahonal determinants of delay preference, and use of 
volihonal strategies. One major focus was to compare the extent to which these relahonships are 
different among learners with a preferenhal tendency for task, perfomiance-approach, and 
performance-avoid goal orientahons. 

Previous Work on Delay of Gratification 

The greater majority of research on delay of grahficahon comes from the work of Mischel and 
his associates (Mischel, 1996). Mischel (1981) posits the theory that delay of grahhcahon occurs 
when "people attempt to delay immediate smaller grahficahon for the sake of more distant but 
deferred goals" (p. 244). In Mischel’s paradigm, children are presented with the choice of waihng 
for a large desirable reward (e.g., two cookies), or not waihng and receiving instead a less desirable 
reward (e.g., one cookie). In an amazing study, Mischel, Shoda, and Peake (1988) found that 
children who opted to delay grahhcation as preschoolers, years later achieved more during high 
school and were academiccdly and socially more competent than were children who preferred 
immediate grahhcahon. 

According to Mischel (Metcalfe & Mischel, 1999; Mischel, 1973; Mischel, Cantor, & Feldman, 
1996), the ability to delay grahhcation is a process of the self-regulatory system of willpower that 
orchestrates maintenance of mohvahon and enactment of goals. According to Mischel, the self- 
regulatory system is one by which individuals must guide their behavior, often when they do not 
have external coercive shmuli. Mischel conceptualizes delay of grahhcahon among children as a 
competence necessary for development of self-control and willpower. In contrast to Mischel’s 
approach, other researchers conceptualize delay of grahhcahon as a character trait that involves ego 
control (e.g.. Funder, Block, & Block, 1980). 

Importantly, there is evidence that suggests that delay of grahhcahon is a multidimensional 
construct (Durden, 1997; Ward et al. 1989). For example. Ward and her associates (1989) were 
concerned with the sociopolihcal and achievement dimensions of delay of grahhcahon. 
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Consequently, given that delay of gratification is not a homogeneous concept, a global or a general 
conceptualizahon of delay of grahficahon could be misleading. Breaking down delay of 
grahficahon into its dimensions could provide a better understanding of its processes. Thus, in the 
present research agenda the dimension of concern is academic delay of grahficahon. 

Academic Delay of Gratification 

In an attempt to fill the gap created by diminished empirical attenhon that has been given to the 
specific role that delay may play in facilitahng learners’ academic success and their learning 
processes, researchers have begim to examine students’ preference for delay of grahficahon in 
academic settings (Bembenutty, 1997; Bembenutty & Karabenick, 1996). In a series of inihal studies, 
Bembenutty (1997) developed the 10-item Academic Delay of Grahficahon Scale (AEXDGS) to assess 
individual differences in academic delay of grahficahon (AtXDG) (see Appendix A). The AEXXiS 
operahonalizes ADOG by determining the likelihood that students would select achvihes 
associated with long- versus short-term goal sahsfachon. For each situahon, the students first rated 
their preference for an ophon that offered immediate grahficahon, such as "Going to a favorite 
concert, play, or sporhng event, even though it may mean gethng a lower grade on an exam in this 
class to be taken the next day," or a delayed grahficahon ophon such as; Staying home and 
studying to increase your chances of gethng a higher grade." 

In an intereshng set of studies using the ADOGS, Bembenutty and Karabenick (1996; 
Bembenutty, 1997) demonstrated an extensive associahon between students' preference for delay, 
mohvational tendencies, and use of learning strategies. Students with greater delay of grahficahon 
reported that they were more academically mohvated, higher self-efficacious, and intrinsically 
interested in learning. Students with greater delay preference reported also greater use of cognihve 
strategies, such as crihcal thinking, rehearsal, and elaborahon, as well as use of metacognihon. 
Students with high delay of grahficahon also successfully use resource management strategies, 
such as effort regulahon, control of hme, and study environment. There is evidence that supports 
an associahon between AEX3G and students’ mohvahonal tendencies and use of learning strategies. 
AEXDG serves, therefore, to facilitate knowledge acquisihon and maintain intenhons and goals. 

My approach of academic delay of grahficahon conceptualized to a great extant within the 
Mischel's competence view. I conceptualize delay of grahficahon as a learning strategy and/or as 
an outcome of successful strategy use (Bembenutty, 1997; Bembenutty & Karabenick, 1999; 
Karabenick & Bembenutty, 1998a, 1998b). Figure 1 shows a model of self-regulahon with the 
various funchons of delay of grahficahon according to different theorehcal approaches. In the 
model, a conceptualizahon of delay of grahficahon as a character trait will predetermine volition, 
mohvahon, and cognihon. In contrast, delay of grahficahon conceptualized as a competence, as 
well as a strategy and as an outcome, will be a function of volihon, mohvahon, and cognihon that 
will directly influence basic volihonal and self-regulatory strategies (e.g., mohvahonal and 
emohonal control). In an academic sethng, delay of grahficahon will serve as a learning strategy, 
which is important in order to orchestrate other specific volihonal strategies. In other words, 
academic delay of grahficahon could be considered as a competence that would be used when 
needed. Concomitantly, delay of grahficahon could be an outcome of successful strategy use 
(Bembenutty & Karabenick, 1997, 1998; Karabenick & Bembenutty, 1998a, 1998b). Thus, academic 
delay of grahficahon is an outcome of the individual’s specific cognihve, volihonal, and 
mohvahonal task engagement. Simultaneously, successful academic delay of grahficahon will 
occur depending on the individual’s history of successes and expectancy-task value. Without an 
expectancy of success, an individual will not be able to resist attractive temptahons over a long 
period of hme. 

Academic Delay of Gratification's Motivational Determinants 

Academic delay of grahficahon is mulh-determined by the learners' mohvahonal components. 
Different percephon, viue, and uhlity of both the delay and the non-delay altemahve will 




4 



5 



determine choice and task engagement. Indeed, Mischel (1974) posits that "it is necessary to 
consider the determinants of the individual's choice to delay for the sake of more preferred delayed 
outcomes" (p. 287). He emphasizes that delay is highly determined by the value of the reward and 
the expectancy for success. Expectancy and value of the altemaHves in a delay of grahficaHon 
condition influence the choices of action as well as the likelihood of resisHng temptations when 
attractive opHons arise (Mischel, 1996). In an amazing study using a "clown box", Mischel and his 
associates (Mischel, 1970; Mischel et al. 1989) gave to the preschoolers the altemahve to get an 
immediately available but smaller reward or to wait for a delayed reward that was temporarily 
distant. The researchers varied the value of the rewards. They found that delay of gratificahon was 
determined by the outcome expectancy of obtaining the preferred choice and the perceived value of 
the altemaHves. 

Expectancy-value theory, rooted in Atkinson (1966) and Feather (1982), accentuates expectancy 
and v^ue as two important detemainants of task choices. For example, Eccles and her associates 
(Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992; Wigfield, Eccles, & Rodriquez, 1998) 
highlight the importance{e.g., important of learning the course material), interest (e.g., interest in the 
content of the course), utility (e.g., perceived usefulness of the course material), and perceived cost of 
success (e.g., Hme and effort to do the task). 

In a previous study with college students, Karabenick and Bembenutty (1998) assessed the 
relationship between delay and the expectancy of academic success, as well as their interest and 
task value. They first gave the ADOGS to obtain an indicator of the students' delay preference. 
Then, to examine the moHvahonal determinants of delay (see Appendix A for a sample of the scale) 
students reported how much they value, find useful and interesting the delay and the immediate 
altemaHves presented in the ADOGS. For example, the researchers determined the moHvaHonal 
determinants of expectancy of academic success by gauging the relaHve attracHveness of temporarily 
remote goals as compared to immediate graHficaHon. The sanie procedure was done to determine 
college students' interest and task value. They found that differenHal scores reflecHng interest, 
value, and expectancy for success predicted delay preference. 

The present research agenda sought to extend the preliminary finding related to the 
moHvafional determinants of choice to delay. In particularly, I ani interested in interest, value, 
utility, and perceived cost of success. In this study, social expectancy for success was also included. 
Social exp>ectancy is defined as students' belief that by choosing the delay altemafive versus the 
immediate altemafive they will achieve social goals and / or avoid social problems. Social 
expectancy is known to influence task selection and task engagement. (Anderman, 1999; 

Karabenick, 1996; Ryan, Hicks, & Midgley, 1997; Wentzel, 1991, 1999). 

Academic Delay of Gratification and Goal Orientations 

Unlike achievement-related motivational determinants of delay of gratification, which are 
largely centered on beliefs about ability and value of the reward or academic tasks, students' goal 
orientation is concerned with why students approach learning. Two major goal orientations have 
been identified in the literature: 1) task (also c^led mastery and learning) and 2) perfomiaiice goal 
(also called ego and ability) orientafions (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1998; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Maehr 
& Midgley, 1991; Nicholls, 1984). 

First, task goal orientation refers to students' engagement in challenging schoolwork for the 
sake of mastery the tasks (Anderman & Anderman, 1999; Karabenick & Collins-Eaglin, 1997; Maehr 
& Midgley, 1991; Pintrich & Garcia, 1991; Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich, 19%). Task goal-oriented 
students focus their attention on understanding class work, selecHng challenge tasks for themselves 
(Ames, 1992), and remaining highly interested in the task (Maehr, 1989). High task goal-oriented 
learners are known to be self-efficacious and developed in their competence. Second, performance 
goal orientation refers to students' engagement in academic tasks to demonstrate high ability or 
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avoidance failure. Performance-goal-oriented learners are driven to protect the self. Performance 
goal orientation has two different components: approach and avoidance (Diida & Nicholls, 1992; 
Elliot, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Meece, Blumenfield, & Hoyle, 1988; Middleton & Midgley, 
1997). Performance-approach goal-oriented learners engage in learning to demonstrate competence 
and abihty. In contrast, performance-avoidance goal-oriented learners' engagement in academic 
tasks is primarily to avoid demonstration of incompetence or lack of ability. 

Task-goal-oriented students are concerned with improvement, progress, effort regulation, and 
intrinsic motivation. They choose challenging tasks for themselves and have a higher level of 
achievement (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). In contrast, performance goal-oriented students are 
concerned with high grades, performing better than others, avoiding failure, demonstrating self- 
worth; they choose easy tasks, and have a low level of achievement (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). 

Often goal theory is understood as assuming that the students are centered only in the present tasks 
and that they are not concerned with future orientations (Creten, Lens, & Simons, 1998; Husman & 
Lens, in press; Lens & Rand, 1997). However, task-oriented or performance-oriented learners may 
engage in their present tasks considering their long-term goals. It is in this situation that could 
explain their diverse tendencies to delay gratification, that is, engaging in a present task with the 
intention to accomplish distant goals. 

Although there are some suggestions in the literature of a relationship between academic delay 
of gratification and students' goal orientations, these relationships have not yet been examined. 
Thus, the present study was designed to provide additional evidence of how goal orientations 
relate to academic delay of gratification. Task goal-oriented learners were expected to have greater 
preference for delay of gratification because they seek challenging tasks, are self-efficacious, and 
have intrinsic motivation for task engagement. In contrast, performance goal learners were 
expected to have less preference for delay of gratification because they are less willing to take risks, 
choose easy tasks, and avoid failure (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). However, this last point is 
debatable because Pintrich and Garcia (1994) reported that learners could be both intrinsically and 
extrinsically motivated to learn. Indeed, Bembenutty (1997, Bembenutty & Karabenick, 1996) found 
that academic delay of gratification is significantly and positively related to both intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation to learn. Thus, this study will serve to clarify this debate. In contrast, it a 
negative correlation between academic delay of gratification and performance-avoid goal 
orientation can be expected because students with this orientation, rather than to initiate goal- 
directed responses related to learning, their goal is to avoid task engagement and effort. Their use 
of volitional strategies is directed to demonstrate that they are not incompetent. Thus, they will not 
engage, for example, in a long-term project because they have difficulty handling unpleasant but 
valuable tasks and fail to recognize the long-term benefit of challenging situations. In sum, 
performance-avoid oriented students might make less use of volitional strategies that would be able 
to help them to successfully complete important academic tasks. 

Academic Delay of Gratification and Volitional Strategies 

Learning over long periods under significant obstacles often involves avoiding alternative 
activities that are attractive. Students need to use self-regulation and vohtional control to remain 
task-focused (Como, 1989; Heckausen, 1991, Wolters, 1998; Xu & Como, 1998; Zimmerman, 1994). 
An important function of delay of gratification is to orchestrate an enactment of goals and 
intentions. Intentional self-imposed delay of gratification facilitates negotiation between 
immediately available but less valuable goals and highly valuable long-term academic goals. Self- 
regulated learners are problem-solving agents who Imow how to negotiate demands from their 
present environment and their long-term goals. For example, when faced with academic 
difficulties that could affect academic goals, a self-regulated learner would seek help from teachers, 
peers, and parents (Arbeton, 1998; Karabenick, 1998), and this is making effective use of available 
personal resources. They would also orchestrate their environment to serve a very adaptive 
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purpose that facilitates academic success by self-imposing constraints to their own actions. Indeed, 
they would engage in self-regulahon or the use of volihonal strategies. 

Kuhl's (1985) action control theory posits that there are several self-regulatory strategies, 
including attenhon, encoding, mohvahon, emohon, environment, and informahon processing 
control that will help individuals to remain task-focused. Similar to Kuhl, Lopez and Little (1996) 
posit that achon-control of beliefs and emohonal regulahon are two important factors related to 
learners’ regulahon of their social world. Accordingly, once a student has chosen to stay in the 
library to do an important assignment, she could be able to maintain her intenhons by controlling 
her thoughts, emohons, and mohvahon. In an academic setting, delay of grahficahon would 
require achon control and skillful use of self-regulahon and volihonal control (Como, 1989, 1993; 
Garcia et al. 1998; Menec, Perry, Stmthers, 1996; Snow, Como, & Jackson, 1996; Zimmerman, 

1998b). For example, without the ability to delay grahficahon, a student who has the intenhon to 
complete an assignment will soon be frustrated and succumb to temptahon because she will do not 
know how to enact her goal by achvahng a series of volihonal strategies to remain task focus 
(Gollwitzer & Schaal, 1998). Consequently, she will need both delay of grahficahon and the use of 
volihonal strategies to implement intenhons. 

Como (1993) proposes that once students have made a commitment to engage in a task, volihon 
is important to follow up the intenhons. Accordingly, mohvahon is not enough to remain task- 
oriented. Students would need to distract themselves from an environment that could preclude 
them from their goals. Como (1993) skillfully applies Kuhl’s six strategies of achon control to an 
educahonal sethng. Specifically, she explains that emohonal and mohvahonal control are two 
essenhal factors that product goal directed behavior. Like Como, Z immerman (1998a) proposes 
that skillful self-regulated students are those who use volihon or performance control to maintain 
intenhon in the light of distracting altemahves. Like Bandura (1986), Zimmerman (1998a) explains 
that there is a reciprocal determinant of behavior in which the person, behavior, and environment 
interact in a process and feedback (Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). In spite of these general 
findings, little is known about how these volihonal strategies orchestrate with students’ goal 
orientahons to enhance implementahon of intenhon and students’ delay tendencies. Thus, in this 
study, it was expected that delay of grahficahon would not only be associated with use of volihonal 
strategies but would also be a funchon of volihonal strategy use. Further, it was expected that 
students with task and performance-approach orientahons would report using volihonal strategies 
to attain important academic goals. In contrast, perfomiance-avoid goal oriented students would 
use less volihonal strategies, such as self-efficacy and mohvahonal control. 

The present study 

The present study was designed to provide additional evidence of the relahonship between 
academic delay of grahfication and its determinants. It is not known how academic delay of 
grahficahon is related to students' different goal orientahon. In addihon, while some research has 
revealed some of the mohvahonal factors that determine delay choice and volitional strategy use in 
an academic sethng (Karabenick & Bembenutty, 1998a, 1998b), it is not known how these 
motivahonal factors vary depending on the students’ different goal orientahons. Parhcipants in 
this study were college students registered in math courses because the literature related to goal 
orientahon and expectancy-value has generally included oarhcipants from math courses (e.g., 
Andemian & Anderman, 1999; Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998; Middleton & Midgley, 1997; 
Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). In addihon, mathemahcs is a 
crihcal skill that is not only related to learning in an educahonal sethng, but it is related to college 
admission and occupahonal choices (Eccles et al. 1985). The goal here was to maintain a greater 
consistency with previous work. 

Thus, the research queshons were as follows. First, are there differences among the students as 
far as their task, performance-approach, and performance-avoid goal orientahons on academic 
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delay of gratification, motivational determinants, and use of volitional strategies go? Second, is 
academic delay of gratification similarly related to goal orientations, motivational determinants, 
and use of volitional strategies among learners with task, performance-approach, and/ or 
performance-avoid goal orientations. 



Method 

Participants 

Participants were college students (N = 102; 62 females and 40 males) enrolled in undergraduate 
math courses at a large, public, Midwestern university. Twenty of the participants were graduate 
students. Sixty seven of the participants were Caucasians and 30 were members of different 
minority groups (mostly African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians). Five students did not report 
their ethnicity. Parhcipation was voluntary and anonymous. A lottery prize of $25.00 was 
awarded to one of the parhcipants as an inducement for participahon. Some of the students 
obtained extra credit for their parhcipation. The students took the survey to their home and 
returned it at the next class meehng. 

Measures 

Academic Delay of Gratification. In this study, 3-items from a short version of the Academic Delay 
of Grahficahon Scale (ADOGS; Bembenutty, 1997), were used ^ (Cronbach a was .72, M = 2.93, SD = 
.71, for this study). The AEXDG examines students’ delay of grahficahon preference in relahon to 
the math course where they were currently enrolled. The students rated their preference for an 
immediately available attrachve ophon versus a delayed altemahve. An example (see Appendix A) 
is "Delay studying for an exam in this class the next day even though it may mean getting a lower 
grade, in order to attend a concert, play, or sporhng event" versus "Stay home to study to increase 
your chances of gethng a high grade on the exam." Students responded on a four-point scale; 
Definitely choose A, Probably dioose A, Probably choose B, and Dehnitely choose B. Considered as 
conhnuous variables, responses were coded and added for the four items so that higher total scores, 
ranging from 1 to 4, indicated greater delay of grahficahon. 

Academic Delay of Gratification's Motivational Determinants. To assess mohvahonal determinants 
of AIX)G, students also reported how strongly they agreed or disagreed with statements alluding 
to the delayed and the immediate alternatives presented in the ADOG situahons described above 
(see Appendix A). As is shown in Appendix A and B, mohvahonal determinants of delay 
preference were: Importance ("This is something that I would like to do. "), Utility (e. g., "This is 
something that w'ould be useful for me "), Interest (e.g., 'This is something that would be intereshng 
to me"). Perceived Cost (e.g.. This is something that take a lot of time or effort "). Social Expectancy 
was accessed with two items (e. g., "This is something that would help me to achieve my social 
goals"). Students responded on a hve-point scale from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree" 
(coded 1 to 5). Differenhal scores between delay preference aiid immediate preference were 
obtained by subtracting responses to the immediate alternatives from the delay altemahves in all of 
the four items (e.g., interest for the delay alternative minus interest for the immediate altemahve = 
difference for interest). Higher scores were thus indicahve of greater differences for interest, utility, 
importance, perceived cost, social expectancy of the delay versus non-delay altemahve. Appendix B 
summarizes the mean differenhal scores (t-test) between students' preference for the delay 
altemahves and the non-delay altemahves, as well as their correlation coefhcients with academic 
delay of gratihcahon. Appendix B also shows the items used to create these variables. 

Personal Achievement Goal Orientations. Students' task , performance-approach, and 
performance-avoid goal orientahons were measured with an adapted version of the Patterns of 
Adaphve Learning Survey (PALS, Midgley et al. 1997). The PALS contains three subscales that 
examine students' goal orientahons in their classroom. First, the Task Goal Orientation scale 
(Cronbach a was .87, with a M = 5.16, SD = 1.34, 5-items) measures students’ task engagement for 
the sake of developing competence and mastery (e. g., "I do my schoolwork in math because I am 
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interested in if). Second, the Performance -Approach Goal OrientationiCronhach. a was .85, with a M = 
3.97, SD = 1.52, 6-items) measures students' engagement in the tasks to demonstrate competence 
and skills (e.g., "I want to do better than other students in this class "). Third, the Performance-Avoid 
Goal Orientation (Cronbach a was .81, with a M = 2.64, SD = .1.26, 6-items) refers to students' 
intention to avoid demonstration of lack of skills (e.g., "The reason I do my work is so others won't 
think I'm dumb"). See Appendix C for sample items of the PALS. The PALS is a scale with the 
response format consisting of a 7-point Likert scale (1 = "Not at all true of me" and 7 = "Very true of 
me"). 

Volitional Strategies. The students also responded to a modified version (17-item) of the 
Academic Volitional Strategy Inventory (AVSI; McCaim, 1998) that assessed college students' use of 
volitional strategies known to support and mediate cognitive and behavioral performance. The 
AVSI is based on the work of Como (1993; Como and Kanfer, 1993) and Kuhl (1985), with the 
response format consisting of a 7-point Likert scale (1 = "Not at all true of me" and 7 = "Very tme of 
me"). Previous work by McCann (1998) identified subscales of the AVSI based on exploratory 
factor analysis. In the present study, I used fewer items. Thus, I performed a factor analysis using 
a principal components procedure and varimax rotation. Using the eigenvalue ^ 1 criterion, six 
factors emerged, but not all were interpretable. Thus, I calculated the extraction of three factors. 
With a criterion factor loading of 1 .40 1 , the final three factors accounted for 45.5% of the variance, 
and were interpreted based on salient factor loadings (see Appendix C). Factor 1 {Self-Efficacy 
Control; Cronbach a was .74, with a M = 5.02, SD = 1.07, 7-items) represents behavioral control in 
which students reassure themselves about their capacity to do expected tasks (e.g., "I tell myself, 'I 
can do this'). Factor 2 {Resource Control; Cronbach a was .69, with a M = 3.67, SD = 1.27, 6-items) 
represents students' use of resource management strategies , such as seeking help from peers (e.g., 

"I call a friend from class and discuss the assignment or material with them." Factor 3 {Motivational 
Control; Cronbach a was .56, with a M = 3.40, SD = 1.33, 4-items) represent students' attempt to 
remind themselves of their goals and intentions and to increase motivation to comply with 
academic commitments (e. g., I do think about the kinds of job/ career I may end up with if I flunk 
out of college). 



Results 

Preliminary analyses 

I first examined the mean differences between students' preference for the delay and the non- 
delay alternatives that are used as indicator of students' motivational determinants of delay 
preferences for the entire sample. The results of the t-test analyses are shoum in Appendix B. 

Secondly, I examined the relationship between all the variables used in this study. It is worthy 
to note that goal task orientation is not significantly related to performance-approach goal 
orientation. However, performance-approach is highly related to performance-avoid goal 
orientation (r = .60, p <.001) and to motivational control (r = .44, p <.001).. Task goal orientation is 
related to students' use of self-efficacy control. Performance-avoid goal orientation is negatively 
related to task goal orientation (r = -. .36, p <.001) and motivational control (r = .43, p <.001). There 
are positive associations among the motivation determinants of delay preference with the exception 
of the perceived cost of success, which has a negative relationship with most of the variables. 

Third, I conducted a K-means cluster analysis to examine within-subject response profiles 
between task, performance-approach, and performance-avoid goal orientations. This analysis 
produces an estimate of the within-subjects similarity and dissimilarity. Three clusters were 
identified. Cluster 1 consisted of students with a performance-avoid goal orientation. Cluster 2 
consisted of students with a task goal orientation. Cluster 3 consisted of students with a 
performance-approach goal orientation. After splitting the data between clusters, separate block 
hierarchical least-square regression equations were performed: one for the performance goal- 
oriented students and another for the task goal-oriented students (see Table 3). 
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Fourth, I performed a discriminant functional analysis based on the three clusters to examine 
whether membership in a cluster was an accurate classification using as the independent variables 
task, performance-approach, and performance-avoid goal orientations. The results of the analysis 
demonstrated a 99% accurate classification of students according to their goal orientations. 

Question 1. 

The present study first addresses the following question: are there differences among the students 
with task, performance-approach, and performance-avoid goal orientations on academic delay of gratification, 
motivational determinants, and use of volitional strategies? 1 conducted a multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) with academic delay of gratification, expectancy-value determinants, and 
volitional strategies used as the dependent variables. The independent variables were the students' 
three goal orientations, performance-avoid goal oriented students (coded 1) task goal-oriented 
students (coded 2), and performance-approach goal oriented students (coded 3) identified by the 
cluster solution. The MANOVA was followed by twelve univariate ANOVAs, one per dependent 
variable. As shown in Table 1, results of the MANOVA indicated significant overall differences 
between cluster groups, (2, 97) = 10.09, p < 001. Further, cluster groups were significantly 

different on all univariate measures, with the exception of perceived cost of success and the 
volitional strategy of resources control. As expected, the most salient univariate effects were that 
the performance-approach goal oriented students have greater tendencies for performance 
approach orientations [F (2,97) = 60.63, p < 001], goal task oriented students were higher in task 
goal orientation [F (2,97) = 5.81, p < OOlh and performance-avoid goal oriented students were 
higher in performance avoid orientation [F (2,97) = 30.84, p < OOlj. 

As expected, the task goal oriented students have greater preference for academic delay of 
gratification and the performance-avoid goal oriented students have the lowest mean preferences [F 
(2,97) = 5.37, p < 01]. Among the academic delay of gratification' motivational determinants, the 
task goal oriented students have the greatest mean differences in importance, utility, interest, and 
social expectancy and the performance-avoid goal oriented students have the lowest mean 
differences. That is, that the task oriented students overall have greater preference for the delay 
alternatives because they believe that that alternatives would help them to implement long-term 
academic goals. In relation to the volitional strategies, task goal oriented students and 
performance-approach goal oriented students reported that they use more self-efficacy control than 
the performance-avoid goal oriented students do. In contrast, the performance-approach goal 
oriented learners report greater use of motivational control than the other two groups. 

Question 2 

Is academic delay of gratification similarly related to goal orientations, motivational determinants, and 
use ofmlitional strategies among learners with task, performance-approach, andlor performance-avoid goal 
orientations? In order to examine these relationships, I examine the data by using Pearson 
correlation coefficients between academic delay of gratification and the other variables. Table 2 
displays the correlations between academic delay of gratification and all of the variables for the 
entire group. In addition. Table 2 displays the correlations between academic delay of gratification 
and all of the other variables. 

Entire Group. The correlational analyses for the entire group reveal that task goal orientation is 
significantly related to delay of gratification. This finding suggests that the students who report 
having a preference for academic tasks also report having an orientation toward mastery and 
understanding class work. This also suggest that these greater preference for delay of gratification 
is related to an intrinsic interested in learning and that these students focus their attention of tasks 
even in the present of non-delay attractive alternatives. Contrary to my expectations, delay 
preference is not significantly related to performance goal orientation (r = -.07, ns). Similarly, delay 
of gratification is not associated with performance-avoid goal orientation (r = -.15, ns). 
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Bivariate correlations among the academic delay of gratification s motivational determinant for 
the enhre sample indicate that delay is significantly and posihvely related to all of the mohvahonal 
determinants, with the excephon of perceived cost of success with which delay is negahvely related 
(r = -.38, p < .01). Academic delay of grahficahon has the strongest relahonship with the students' 
belief in the importance and interest of engaging in less attrachve but more valuable activihes (e.g., 
getting a high final course grade) for the sake of achieving long-term goals in spite of more 
attractive altemahves (e.g., going to the movies). Accordingly, the students believe that the delay 
alternatives would help them acmeve academic goals, avoid academic problems, achieve their 
social goals, and avoid social problems. In contrast, the students consider that the non-delay 
alternatives worry them and have more negahve consequences than the delay altemahves. 
Simultaneously, they believe that the delay altemahves would require more hme and effort than 
the non-delay alternatives, but they also believe that selechng the non-delay altemahve would have 
negahve consequence for them. In addihon, the students believe that the delay altemahves have 
greater uhlity value than the non-delay altemahve even when they like more and hnd more 
intereshng the non-delay altemahves. In other words, even when they like the non-delay 
altemahves more and hnd them more intereshng what would highly determine preference for 
delay of grahhcahon is whether the students hnd the altemahves useful to accomplish long-term 
academic goals. This is the case even when the delay altemahves require hme and effort 
regulahon. 

Among the volihonal strategies used by the students to secure complehon of academic tasks, 
control of self-efhcacy is related to delay of grahhcahon. In other words, students who choose to 
delay grahhcahon report that they engage in behavioral achvihes, such as telUng themselves that 
they can learn and understand the course material. In other words, they report that in order to 
accomplish academic tasks they achvate their volihon and sustain cogmhon and mohvahon by self- 
instruchon directed to enhance self-efhcacy beliefs. Further, these students hold a posihve belief 
about their capabilihes (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997). Mohvahonal control and control of 
resources are not related to delay preference. 

Cluster Group. A comparison of the relahonship between academic delay of grahhcahon with the 
learners' goal orientahon, mohvahonal determinants of delay preference, and use of volihonal 
strategies among the three groups idenhhed by the cluster soluhon reveal unportant hndings. 

First, I will examine the relahonship between delay preference and students goal orientahons 
among the students with a task, performance-approach, and performance-avoid goal orientahons. 
Curiously, the correlahon between delay and task goal orientation does not vary across the groups 
of students, although for the performance-avoid goal oriented learners the association did not reach 
a signihcant level due to a small sample in that group (r = .37, ns; N = 25). As expected, the 
performance-goal oriented learners are the only who report having a high performance approach 
orientahon. Importantly, a z-test for teshng the signihcance of the differences between the 
correlahons of delay and performance-approach indicate that these variables are signihcantly 
different for each group (p < .05). Among the three groups there were not a signihcant relahonship 
between delay and performance-avoid goal orientahon. 

Second, an examinahon of the relahonship between delay and its mohvahonal determinants 
reveal similar relahonships among the groups regarding the students' differenhal importance for 
engaging in less attrachve but more valuable tasks. The task and performance-approach goal 
oriented students report believing that the delay altemahve has greater uhlity for them than for the 
performance-avoid goal oriented students. Importantly, the performance-avoid-oriented learners 
are the ones who reported greater interest for the delay altemahves. That is, they report that the 
delay altemahve is intereshng and that they like it more that what they like the non-delay 
altemahves. In relation to the perceived cost of success, the performance-avoid oriented students 
report greater belief that the non-delay altemahves worry them and would have negahve 
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consequence for them. The performance-approach oriented students follow them in this belief. In 
contrast, the task goal oriented learners are not worry that much by the non-delay alternatives. 
Considering students’ differential preference for social expectancy to succeed in the light of less 
attractive but more valuable alternatives suggest that performance-approach and performance- 
avoid oriented learners believe that the delay alternatives are of greater benefit to achieving social 
goals and avoiding social problems than the non-delay alternatives. In contrast, task goal oriented 
learners' preference for the delay alternatives have little to do with avoiding social problems or 
achieving social goals. 

Third, among the three groups of students, the correlation between delay of gratification and 
the volitional strategy of self-efficacy control is greater among the task goal oriented learners, 
followed by the performance-approach goal oriented learners. That association among the 
performance-avoid goal oriented learners did not reach a significant level. Among the three 
groups, the association between delay and control of resource management was not significant, 
although among the performance-avoid students the sigmficant level was marginally significant (r 
= -41, p = .05). This finding suggest that the performance-avoid oriented learners, for example, seek 
help from peers, look for different ways to make studying more fun, use relaxation techniques, and 
use self-rewards when distractions arise during tasks completion. Finally, the association between 
delay and motivational control was only significant for the performance-approach goal oriented 
learners. 



Discussion 

Individual Differences between Task Goal, Performance-Approach, and Performance- Avoid Goal- 
Oriented Students 

The results of the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) conducted in this study have 
important implications. There are clear differences among the three groups of students in 
practically all of the variables. Accordingly, task goal oriented learners report greater preference to 
remain task focused, have greater motivational tendencies, and report using self-regulation and 
volitional strategies than the ^rformance-approach and performance-avoid goal oriented learners. 
In the opposite position are the performance-avoid goal oriented learners followed by the 
performance-approach goal oriented learners. Thus, given that delay of gratification deals with 
long-term goals, it appears that performance-avoid more than performance-approach goal-oriented 
learners engage in activities that provide immediate gratification even though that could be 
detrimental in the long-term. Performance-avoid goal-oriented students may not be well prepared 
for the demands and challenges of current trends in education that required postponement of 
attractive activities for the sake of valuable long-term goals. 

It is worth noting that the students with high performance-approach orientation appears to 
have a good balance between goal orientation, delay of gratification's motivational determinants, 
and use of volitional strategies. This balance appears to function well in pursuing long-term goals 
and dealing with distractions. To illustrate, based on the result of the MANOVA it is clear that the 
performance-approach learners are not only high in performance-approach orientation, but they are 
also high in task goal orientation. Further, they are also high in performance-avoid orientation. 
Thus, these students report that in overcoming obstacles over time while pursuing academic goals 
they strategically orchestrate their goal orientations. It could be plausible to conclude that these 
learners are highly adaptable to the situations and task's demands. Similarly, performance- 
approach learners are also well balanced in the differential preference between the motivational 
determinants of delay. For example, they consider the delay alternatives as important and useful, 
but at the same time, they perceive the non-delay alternatives as highly interesting and socially 
beneficial, although they believe that not engaging in the delay alternatives would have negative 
consequence for them. Ultimately, they have a preference for selecting delay of gratification 
alternatives to secure the goals that they have set for themselves. They have the same pattern in 
relation to their use of volitional strategies. Again, they are high in self-efficacy control, almost at 
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the same level of the task goal oriented learners. Further, they are similar to the task goal oriented 
learners in the use of resources control and motivational control. 

The task goal-oriented learners appear to orchestrate enactment of long-term goals and 
delaying gratification in a different fashion than the performance-approach learners. Task goal 
oriented learners have a high preference for delay of gratification. Tney are also very high in task 
goal orientation and low in performance-approach and perfomiance-avoid goal orientations. This 
means that their preference for delay of gratification responses is highly associated with their 
intrinsic interest in the task and with trying to understand and master the tasks. In relation to the 
motivational determinants of delay preference, the task goal oriented learners' report that their 
preference for delay of gratification is highly associated to how useful and important the delay 
alternative is relative to the non-delay alternative. While the performance-approach and the 
performance-avoid goal oriented students highly consider how likeable and interesting the delay 
alternatives are in relation to the non-delay alternatives, the task goal oriented learners place high 
regard on how well the alternatives would help them to achieve academic goals and avoid 
academic problems, as well as their importance relative to their long-term goals. In relation to the 
use of volitional strategies, the task goal oriented learners have similar patterns to the performance- 
approach goal oriented learners, but significantly higher than the performance-avoid learners. 

The situation of the performance-avoid goal oriented lecurters is unique. They scored low in 
almost all of the variables, although, as expected, they are relatively high in performance avoid 
orientation, but similar in this to the performance-approach learners. However, it is important to 
note that for these students reported low preference for delay of gratification. These students 
appears to be the less adaptable because they are low in task and performance-approach gocd 
orientation. Furthermore, they report greater preference for the non-delay alternatives. In other 
words, they believe that the non-delay alternatives are more interesting, likeable, and socially 
favorable. Similarly, they somewhat believe that the delay alternatives are less important and 
useful, relative to tne non-delay alternatives. They are less concerned about the negative 
consequence of selecting the non-delay alternatives regardless that the selection may preclude them 
from completing important academic tasks. Further, performance-avoid oriented learners report 
that while they are completing schoolwork if distraction arise they use less self-efficacy control, that 
is, they do not exert greater effort to maintain or increase their perceived self-regulatory efficacy. 
Likewise, if they get problem during homework completion, they report use less resources 
available to them, such as getting help from peers. Further, they report that in the face of 
difficulties, they do not exert significant control of their motivation. However, these finding should 
be interpreted with caution. The performance-avoid learners are not scoring extremely low in any 
of the domain assessed in this study. Thus, although somewhat low, they engage, at least in a 
limited degree, in tasks for the sake of understanding in addition to for the sake of competing with 
classmates for grades. Similarly, they place some degree of value to the delay alternatives and 
report use somewhat the volitional strategies. An interpretation of this pattern of behavior is that 
these are students who do not want to be deeply involved in academic tasks. Their interactions 
with academic tasks are somewhat superficial, and one thing that influence this pattern is their high 
preference for the non delay alternatives. 

Relationship between Academic Delay of Gratification, Goal Orientations, Motivational Determinants, and 
Use of Volitional Strategies 

The results of the bivariate correlations present a different picture of the differences between 
task, performance-approach, and performance-avoid goal oriented learners. First, the result show 
that having a task go^ orientation is positively and significantly related to delay of gratification. 
This means that students who like the school work even if they make a lot of mistakes, who like to 
learn new things, and who engage in a class task because they are interested in it, also prefer to 
defer gratification for the sake of long-term academic goals. 'These students are self-regulated 
learners (Como, 1993; Gara'a et al. 1998; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman, 1998b). Equally 
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important, for task goal oriented learners believing that the delay alternatives are important, useful, 
and interesting is related to preference for delay of gratificaHon. That is, students who delay 
grahfication, although they like the non-delay alternative, sHll prefer delay alternatives that would 
secure academic achievement. One of the most encouraging results is that among the task goal 
oriented learners academic delay of gratification is highly related to self-efficacy control.. In 
comparison to the other two groups of students, task go^ oriented learners report greater use of 
voliHonal strategies. Notably, among these students, delay of grahfication is not highly related to 
importance, interest, and social expectancy in comparison to the performance-approach and 
performance-avoid goal oriented students. I interpret these finding as an incfication that these 
students are truly self-regulated learners whose learning approach involve volitional and 
motivational actions directed to enact goal completion. 

Second, having a performance-approach goal orientation is related to delay of gratification. In 
other words, the students who are oriented to demonstrate their competence are also willing to 
delay gratification. These results supports previous finding that indicate that performance or 
intrinsic goal orientation is not necessary detrimental for academic learning (Pintrich & Garcia, 

1994). Further, these results support Bembenutty's (1997; Bembenutty & Karabenick, 1999) finding 
that performance goal orientation is positively associated with delay of gratification. Accordingly, 
wanting to do better than other in the classroom appears enhance deferment of gratification and 
therefore it may help maintaining intentions and pursuing academic goals. Thus, demonstrating 
competence or trying to do better than other students in a classroom does not necessarily preclude 
students from pursuing long-term goal. Another important unique pattern of the performance- 
approach goal oriented learners is that among them delay of gratification is highly and positively 
associated with importance, interest, and social expectancy. In contrast to the task goal oriented 
learners, performance-approach goal oriented learners' preference for the delay alternatives is 
associated to achieving social goals or to avoiding social problems. This is contreuy to what is often 
assumed; that delay gratification prevents students from accomplishing social goals. These 
students believe that the delay alternatives are social-goal facilitators. 

Third, among the performance-avoid goal oriented learners delay of gratification is highly 
related to the importance, interest, and social expectancy, but it was significantly and negatively 
related to perceived cost of success. Among these students, delay of gratification was not 
associated to any of the volitional strategies.. These results support the notion that performance - 
avoid learners' preference for delay of gratification is highly related to the relative expectancy value 
placed in the delay and non-delay alternatives, rather than on their use of volitional strategies. I 
interpret these finding as suggesting that this group of students are the students whose engagement 
is the classroom is highly related to their beliefs and affect, rather than to their use of volitional 
strategies. 

In the present study, the volitional strategy that was strongly related to delay of gratification 
was self-efficacy control. That is, volitional control through enhancement of self-efficacy control 
leads to greater preference for delay of gratification. This is important because self-efficacy here is 
not a character trait of the student nor an intrinsic motivation. Here, self-efficacy is a strategy that 
learners can learn to manipulate motivation and action in the anticipation of long-term goals. 
Indeed, by using self-efficacy control, learners act as "personal agents" that are able to exercise 
control over their social structure (Bandura, 1999). Further, these students are able to strategically 
translate into proficient action their self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1999; Pajares & Graham, 1999; 
Pajares, Miller, & Johnson, 1999; Schunk, 1991; Zimmerman, 1998b). 

Surprisingly, motivational control is not significantly related to delay preference, with the 
exception of the performance-approach learners). There are three plausible explanations for this 
finding. First, the items of the motivational control scale are somehow framed in a negative way (e. 
g., "I think about the mistakes that I have made on past assignments and exams when I have 
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postponed about getting down to studying"). It is possible that centering the source of motivation 
on past mistakes or disappointments, rather than on present or future accomplishnients, does not 
lead to delay of grahficaHon. This posiHon may have important educahonal applicahons. For 
example, if educators and parents emphasize trie consideration of past mistakes to moHvate the 
students, it could preclude them from enacHng long-term goal. Thus, the popular expression of 
"learning from previous mistakes" in relahon to delay of gratification, may not work if the emphasis 
is on previous mistakes. Second, an emphasis on previous mistakes may increase frustrahon 
because the only things that is under consideraHon are the students' mistakes rather than 
considering ways to overcome the attracHve temptahons (Mischel, 1993). Third, attenhon to the 
outcomes while delaying grahficaHon is associated with low preference for delay of grahficaHon 
(see Mischel, 1993). For example, consider a student who has refused to attend a party with her 
friends because she wants to stay home to study for a test. If she starts thinking about how badly 
she has done on a previous test when she chose to go to a party, soon she will not resist temptahon 
because given that she likes going to the party more than studying, going to the party will too 
appealing in the present. In other words, thinking about something that she wants (e.g., party) but 
can not have eventually will decrease mohvahon, which in turn will not facilitate delay. "These 
suggeshon are in accord with Gray's (1999) contenhon that negahve emohonal states bias 
individual toward short-term thiriking that will preclude them from delaying grahficaHon. 

Limitahons of the Study 

It is important to comment on the limitahons of this study. First, the AEX3GS is a self-report 
instrument and therefore any student's actual selechon between a delay or non-delay altemahve it 
is not known. Thus, experimental validity is necessary to clarify the relahonship between students' 
delay preference and actual altemahve selection. Second, the present study uses a small sample, 
thus effect size is large. This is the case especially when many dependent variables are included in 
a regression equahon. A final limitahon is that tne parhcipants are college students. Thus, these 
findings may not apply to students at different academic levels. In other words, whether these 
findings will replicate in a different sample is an empirical queshon. It could be possible that these 
findings might show even stronger disparihes in explaining academic delay of grahficaHon and 
performance and task goal orientahons among junior and high school students. For example, in 
junior high school crihcal skills are related to leaiming development. In junior high school gender 
differences in math are highly associated with task engagement (Eccles et al. 1985), social 
competence (Wentzel, 1991), and social factors related to help seeking (Ryan & Pintrich, 1997). 
Future research is needed to explores these differences among junior and high school students. 

Conclusion 

In summary, this study sought to demonstrate differential explanations of academic delay of 
grahficaHon among task, perfomiance-approach, and perfomiance-avoid goal-oriented students. 
These differences appear are highly a related to the students' different mohvational tendencies and 
use of volihonal strategies. These differences have important implicahons for understanding 
learners' engagement in attractive achvihes (e. g., going to the movies) or less attracHve but more 
valuable altemahves (e. g., gethng good grades), as well as attainment of selected goals. Students 
with a mastery and understanding goal orientahon maintain intenhon to learn even in the present 
of distrachons (see Midgley & Edelin, 1998). Further, mastery and understanding is associated with 
students' attainment of long-term academic goals. Likewis.e, competence and grade-striving is not 
necessarily detrimental to learning if the students use volihonal strategies and place a great value to 
the delay altemahves that are conducive to long-term academic goals. In contrast, having a 
performance-avoid goal orientahon is related to high preference for not delay altemahves. Further, 
even in the event in which these students like more the delay altemahves if they do not use 
volihonal strategies when distrachon arise they will be tempted to accephng altemahves that are 
not instmmental to goal complehon and enactment of long-term academic goals. 
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Notes 

' A debt of gratitude goes to Dr. Stuart A. Karabenick for his suggestions in the initial steps of 
this study and for long-hours of fruitful conversations about some of the ideas presented here. 1 
extend my gratitude to Dr. Bill McKeachie, Dr. Paul R. Pintrich, Dr. Yi-Guang Lin, Michael 
Middleton, and our research group at the University of Michigan for offering suggestions and 
insightful discussion about the topics presented in this paper. 1 also thank Robert Vaidya for 
endless hours of data entry. 1 thank Dr. Alan Gross and E)r. David Rindskopf for their helpful 
recommendation related to data analysis. Finally, 1 thanks Dr. Barry J. Zimmerman and Dr. Manuel 
Martinez-Pons for their comments and suggestions on an early graft of this paper. 

^ Indeed, the students responded to four items of the ADOGS. An item was dropped from 
further analyses due to low correlation with the other items. Further, if this item were retained it 
would lower the internal consistency as indicated by the Cronbach a. 



er|c 



17 

U 1 ., 



References 

Ames, C (1992). Classroom: Goals, structures, and student motivation, journal of Educational Psychology. 84. 261- 

271. 



Anderman, L. H. (1999). Classroom goal orientation, school belonging and social goals as predictors of students' 
positive and negative affect following the transition to middle school, journal of Research and Development in 
Education. 32 (2), 89-103. 

Anderman, L. H., & Anderman, E. M. (1999). Social predictors of changes in students achievement goal orientations. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology. 25. 21-37. 

Arbreton, A. (1998). Student goal orientation and help-seeking in the classroom. In S. A. Karabenick (Ed.). Strategic 
help seeking: Implications for learning and teaching, (pp. 95-1 16). Mahwah, Nj: Erlbaum. 

Atkinson, J. W. (1966). Motivational determinants of risk taking behavior. In j. W. Atkinson & N. T.. Feather (Eds.), 
A theory of achievement motivation (pp. 11-31), New York: Wiley. 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory . Englewood Qiffs, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 

Bandura, A. (1999). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Asian journal of Social Psychology, 2. 21-41. 

Beckmann, j., & Irle, I. (1985). Dissonance and action control. In j. Kuhl & j. Beckmann (Eds.), Action control: From 
co gnition to behavior (pp. 129-150). New York: Springer-Verlag. 

Bembenutty, H. (1997). College students' willingness for academic delay of gratification, motivation for learning, and use of 
learning strategies. Unpublished master's thesis. Eastern Michigan University. 

Bembenutty, H., & Karabenick, S. A. (1996, March). Academic delay of gratification: A neiv measurement for delay of 
gratification. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Eastern Psychological Association, Philadelphia, PA. 

Bembenutty, H., & Karabenick, S. A. (1997, April). Academic delay of gratification in conditionally-admissible minority 
college students. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL. 

Bembenutty, H., & Karabenick, S. A. (1998, February). Individual differences in academic delay of gratification. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the Eastern Psychological Association, Boston, M A. 

Bembenutty, H., & Karabenick, S. A. (1999). Academic delay of gratification. Manuscript submitted for publication. 

Bembenutty, H., Karabenick, S. A., McKeachie, W. j., & Lin, Y-G. (1998, April). Academic delay of gratification as a 
volitional strategy. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Diego, 
CA. 



Butler, D. L., & Winne, P. H. (1995). Feed back and self-regulated learning: A theoretical synthesis. Review of 
Educational Research. 65 (3). 245-?. 

Corno, L. (1989). Self-regulated learning: A volitional analysis. In B. j. Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk (Eds.), Self- 
regulated learning and Individual achievement (pp. 111-141). New York: Springer-Verlag. 

Corno, L. (1993). The best-laid plcins: Mtxiern conceptions of volition and educational research. Educational 
Researcher. 22. 14-22. 

Como, L., & Kanfer, R. (1993). The role of volition in learning and performance. In L. Darling-Hammond (Ed.), 
Review of Research in Education (Vol. 19, pp. 301-341). Washington, DC: AERA. 

Creten, H., Lens, W., & Simeons, j. (1998, March). The role of perceived instrumentality in student motivation. Paper 
presented at the 6^^ Workshop on Achievement and Task Motivation, Thessaloniki, Greece. 

Duda, j., &Nicholls, j. (1992). Dimensions of achievement motivation in schoolwork and sport, loumal of 
Educational Psychology. 84. 290-299. 

Durden, C. A. (1997). Life satisfaction as related to procrastination and delay of gratification. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Angelo State University. 



-18 



w V. 



BEST COPY AVAllABLE 



Dvveck, C. S. (1998). The development of early self<onceptions: Their relevance for motivational processes. In J. 
Heckhausen, & C. S. Dweck (Eds.), Motivation and self-reeulahon across the life span, (pp. 257-280). New York: 
Cambridge University Press.Dweck, C. S., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and 
personality. Psychological Review. 95. 256-273. 

Eccles, J. (1983). Expectancies, values, and academic behaviors. In T. Spencer (Ed.), Achievement and achievement 
motives, (pp. 75-146). San Francisco: Freeman. 

Eccles, J., Adler, T. F., Futterman, R., Golf, S. B., Kaczala, C. M., Meece, J. L., & Midgley, C. (1985). Self-perceptions, 
task perceptions, socializing influences, and the decision to enroll in mathematics. In S. F. Chipmen, L. R. Brush, & D. M. 
Wilson (Eds.). Women and mathematics: Balancing the equation, (pp. 95-121). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Eccles, J. S., Wigfield, A., & Schiefele, U. (1998). Motivation to succeed. In W. Danon, & N. Eisenberg (Eds.), The 
Handbook of child psychology, social, emotional, and personality development, (pp. 1017-1095). New York: Willey. 

Elliot, A. J. (1997). Integrating the "classic" and "contemporary" approaches to achievement motivation: A 
hierarchical model of approach and avoidance achievement motivation. In M. L. Maehr, & P. R. Pintrich, (Eds.), 
Advances in Motivation and Achievement. (Vol. 10, pp. 143-179). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Elliot, A., & Harackiewicz, J. (19%). Approach and avoidance achievement goals and intrinsic motivation: A 
mediational analysis, [oumal of Personality and Social Psychology. 70. 461-475. 

Feather, N. T. (1982). Human values and the prediction of action: An expectancy-valence analysis. In N. T. Feather 
(Ed.). Expectations and actions: Expectancy value models in psychology (pp. 263-289). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Fuhrmann, A., & Kuhl, j. (1998). Maintaining a healthy diet: Effects of personality and self-reward versus self- 
punishment on commitment to and enactment of self-chosen and assigned goals. Psychology of Health. 13. 651-686. 

Funder, D. C., Block,]. H., & Block,]. (1989). Delay of gratification: Some longitudinal personality correlates. 
loumal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44. 1198-1213. 

Garcfa, T. McCann, E. ]. Turner, ]., ]. E., & Roska, L. (1998). Modeling the mediating role of volition in the learning 
process. Contemporary Educational Psychology. 23. 392-418. 

Garcfa, T., & Pintrich, P. R. (1994). Regulating motivation and cognition in the classroom: The role of self-schemas 
and self-regulatory strategies. In D. H. Schunk and B. ]. Zimmerman (Eds.), Self-regulation of learning and performance: 
Issues and educational applications (pp. 127-153). Hillsdale, N]: Erlbaum. 

Gollwitzer, P. M. & Schaal, B. (1998). Metacognition in action: The importance of implementation intentions. 
Personality and Social Psychology Review. 2 (2). 124-136. 

Gray, ]. (1999). A bias toward short-term thinking in threat-related negative emotional states. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin. 25 (1). 65-75. 

Heckhauscn, H., & Gollwitzer, P. M. (1987). Thought content and cognitive functioning in motivational versus 
volitional states of mind. Motivatiem and Emotion. 11, 101-120. 

Heckhausen, H., & Kuhl,]. (1985). From wishes to action: The dead ends and short cuts on the long way to action. 

In M. Frese &]. Sabini (Eds.), Goal directed behavior: The concept of action in psychology (pp. 134-160). Hillsdale, N]: 



Kanfer, R., & Heggestad, E. D. (1998). Individual differences in motivation: Traits and self-regulatory skills. In P. L. 
Ackerman, P. C. Kyllonen, & R. D. Rt^berts (Eds.), Learning and individual differences (pp. 293-309. 

Husman, ]. & Lens, W. (in press). The role of the future in student motivation. Educational Psychologist . 

Karabenick, S. A. (19%). Social influences on metacognition: Effects of coleamer questioning on comprehension 
monitoring, loumal of Educational Psychology. 88 (4). 689-703. 

Karabenick, S. A. (1998). Strategic help seeking: Implications for learning and teaching . Mahwah, N]: Erlbaum. 

Karabenick, S. A., & Bembenutty, H. (1998, April). Motivational determinants of academic delay of gratification. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA. 

Karabenick, S. A., & Bembenutty, H. (1998, August). Academic delay of gratification as a volitional learning strategy and 
motivational choice. Paper presented at the 24^^ International Congress of Applied Psychology, San Francisco, CA. 



Erlbaum. 



19 




BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Karabenick, S. A., & Collins-Eaglin, J. (1997). Relation of perceived instructional goals and incentives to college 
students’ use of learning strategies. The fournal of Experimental Education. 65( 4). 33-341. 

Krueger, R. F., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., White,]., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (1996). Delay of gratification, 
psychopathology, and personality: Is low self-control specific to externalizing problems? loumal of Personality, 64 (1), 
107-129. 

Kuhl, J. (1985). Volitional mediators of cognition-behavior consistency: Self-regulatory processes and action vs. state 
orientation. InJ. Kuhl &J. Beckmann (Eds.), Action control: From cognition to behavior (pp. 101-128). New York: 
Springer-Verlag. 

Kuhl, J. (1994). A theory of action and state orientation. In J. Kuhl & J. Beckmann (Eds.), Volition and Personality 
(pp. 9-46). Seattle: Hogrefe & Huber. 

Kuhl, J., & Fuhrmann, A. (1998). Decomposing self-regulation and self-control: The volitional components 
Inventory. . In J. Heckhausen, & C S. Dweck (Eds.), Motivation and self-regulation across the life span, (pp. ). New York: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Lens, W., & Rand, P. (1997). Combining intrinsic goal orientations with professional instrumentality/ utility in 
student motivation. Polish Psychological Bulleting, 28 (2), 103-123. 

Lopez, D. F., & Little, T. D. (1996). Children's action-control beliefs and emotional regulation in the social domain. 
Developmental Psychology, 32 (2), 299-312. 

Maehr, M. L. (1989). Thoughts about motivation. In C. Ames & R. Ames (Eds.), Research on motivation in 
education: Coals and cognitions (Vol. 3, pp. 299-315). New York: Academic. 

Maehr, M. L., & Midgley, C. (1991). Enhancing student motivation: A schoolwide approach. Educational 
Psychologist, 26, 399-427. 

McCann, E. J. (1998). The assessment and importance of volitional control in academic performance. Unpublished 
manuscript. University of Texas at Austin. 

Menec, V. H., Perry, R. P., & Struthers, C. W. (1996). The effect of adverse learning conditions on action -orientated 
and state-oriented college students. The loumal of Experimental Education, 63 (4), 281-299. 

Metcalfe,]. & Mischel, W. (1999). A hot/ cool-system analysis of delay of gratification dynamics of power. 
Psychological Review, 106 (1), 3-19. 

Middleton, M. & Midgley, C. (1997). Avoiding the demonstration of lack of ability: An underexplored aspect of 
goal theory, loumal of Educational Psychology, 89, 207-223. 

Midgley, C., & Edelin, K. C. (1998). Middle school reform and early adolescent well-being: The good news and the 
bad. Educational Psychologist, 33 (4), 195-206. 

Midgley, C., Feldlaufer, H., & Eccles, ]. (1989). Student/ teacher relations and attitudes toward mathematics before 
and after the transition to junior high school. Child Development, 60, 981-992. 

Midgley, C., Maehr, M., Hicks, L., Roeser, R., Urdan,T., Anderman, E., Kaplan, A., Arunkumar, R., & Middleton, M. 
(1997). Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey (PALS). Unpublished manuscript. University of Michigan, Ann Arbor. 

Mischel, W. (1993). Introduction to Personality . Orlando, FL: Harcourt Brace. 

Mischel, H. N., & Mischel, W. (1983). The development of children's knowledge of self-control strategies. Child 
Development, 54, 603-619. 

Mischel, W. (1974). Processes in delay of gratification. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social 
psychology (Vol. 7, pp. 249-292). New York: Academic Press. 

Mischel, W. (1981). Metacognition and the rules of delay. In]. Flavell & L., Ross (Eds.), Cognitive social 
development: Frontiers and possible futures (pp. 240-271). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Mischel, W. (19%). From good intentions to willpower. In P. M. Collwitzer & ]. A. Bargh (Eds.), The psychology of 
action: Linking cognitions and motivation to behavior (pp. 197-218). New York: Guilford. 





20 



Mischel, W., Cantor, N., & Feldman, S. (19%). Principles of self-regulation: The nature of willpower and self- 
control. In E. T. Higgins & A. Gruglanski (Eds.), Social Psychology: Handbook of basic principles (pp. 329-360. New 
York: Guilford Press. 

Mischel, W., Shtxla, Y., & Peake, P. K. (1988). The nature of adolescent competencies predicted by preschool delay of 
gratification, journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 54 687-696. 

Pajares, F., & Graham, L. (1999). Self-efficacy, motivation constructs, and mathematics performance of entering 
middle school students. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 24, 124-139. 

Pajares, F., Miller, M. D., & Johnson, M. J. (1999). Gender differences in writing self-beliefs of elementary school 
students, loumal of Educational Psychology. 9T 50-61. 

Pintrich, P. R., & De Groot, E. (1990). Motivational and self-regulated learning components of classroom academic 
performance, loumal of Educational Psychology. 82. 33-40. 

Pintrich, P. R., & Garcfa, T. (1991). Student goal orientation and self-regulation in the college classroom. In M. L. 
Maehr & P. R. Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in motivation and achievement: Goals and self-regulatory processes (Vol. 7, pp. 
371-402). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Pintrich, P. R., & Garcfa, T. (1994). Self-regulated learning in college students: Knowledge, strategies, and 
motivation. In P. R. Pintrich, D. R. Brown, & C. E. Weistein (Eds.), Student, motivation, cognition, and learning: Essays in 
honor of Wilberg 1. McKeachie, (pp. 113-133). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Pintrich, P. R., Roeser, R., & De Groot, E. (1994). Classroom and individual differences in early adolescents' 
motivation and self-regulated learning, loumal of Early Adolescence, 14, 139-161. 

Pintrich, P. R., & Schunk, D. H. (19%). Motivation and education: Theory, research, and applications . Englewood 
Cliffs, Nj: Prentice-Hall. 

Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A. F., Garcfa, T., & McKeachie, W. J. (1993). Reliability and predictive validity of the 
motivated strategies for learning questionnaire (MSLQ). Educafional and Psychological Measurement 53, 801-813. 

Ryan, A., M. & Pintrich, P. (1997). Should I ask for help? The role of motivation and attitudes in adolescents’ help 
seeking in math class, loumal of Educational Psychology. 89 (2), 401-402 

Ryan, A., M. Hicks, L., & Midgley, C. (1997). Help-seeking attitudes and behaviors in the classroom: The role of 
academic and social goals, journal of Early Adolescence, 17, 152-171. 

Schunk, D. H. (1991). Self-efficacy and academic motivation. Educational Psychologist, 26, 207-231. 

Schunk, D. H., & Zimmerman, B. J. (1997). Social origins of self-regulatory competence. Educational Psychologist 
3^ 195-208. 

Snow, R. E., Como, L., & Jackson, D. (1996). Individual differences in affective and conative functions. In D, C. 
Berliner & R. C. Calfee, (Eds.), Handbcx>k of educational psychology (pp. 243- 310), Simon & Schuster Macmillan. 

Ward, E. W., Perry, T. B., Woltz., & Doolin, E. (1989). Delay of gratification among Black college students leaders. 

The journal of Black Psychology, 15 (2), 1 1 -128. 

Wentzel, K. (1991). Social competence at school: Relation between social responsibility and academic achievement. 
Review of Educational Research, 61, 1-24 

Wentzel, K. (1999). Social-motivational processes and interpersonal relationships: Implications for understanding 
motivation at school, loumal of educational Psychology, 91 (1), 76-97. 

Wigfield, A., & Eccles, J. (1992). The development of achievement task values: A theoretical analysis. 

Developmental Review. 12, 265-310. 

Wigfield, A., Eccles, J. S., Rodriquez, D. (1998). The development of children’s motivation in school contexts. In P. D. 
Pearson & A. Iran-Nejad (Eds.), Review of research in education (pp. 73-118). Washington, DC: AERA. 

Wolters, C. A. (1998). Self-regulated learning and college students’ regulation of motivafion. loumal of Educational 
Psychology, 90 (2), 224-235. 



- L 




be.ioB^nrs;^:rU“;d t motivational 

402-436'. families doing third-grade homework. Teachers College Record, ^nn ^^ 

Psychology. SI 329-339.^^^^^ ^ cognitive view of self-regulated academic learning, [oumal of Educational 

Schunk & B. rZimmermJnlL^.rs^e"f-re^^^^ franievvork for education. In D. H. 

3-21). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associations, Inc. ^ pe ormance: Issues and educational applications (pp. 

Educational Psvc'hologilt , studying and the development of personal skill: A self-regulatory perspective. 

instructional models.'^ln D. H.^sSun^kT regulation: An analysis of exemplary 

self-reflect ive practice. New York: Guilford Press. ^ — y clopmg self-regulated learners: From tea ching to 







23 



22 



CNJ 



•- 5 u 



> ^ 



a 



< 

> 

O 

z 

< 

.2 

'C 

CQ 

> 

'c 

:d 



I 






c 

i? S 



g _ 

5. c /5 

' 



II 

Z| 



c 

CO 

a> 



<S 

CO 

1) 

Z 1 



ti 

C: 

0 

1 



Q 

00 






c Z 1 

CO ' — 

0> 

s 



* 

* 

r- 

CO 



\o 



<N 

IT) 

(si 






c4 






CO 

CO 



o 

Q 



* * * 
* * * 
* * * 

4S^ 



5 ^ 






gv Tt r- 

CO ^ 
CO co 



R 






r- 

o 



r4 vp »n 

»T) CO 

iri iri CO 



§ 



R 



— CO 00 
00 t> ^ 
^ (N — ^ 



2 :s 

Q- O 

3- > 

< < 



I s 

•Si o 

(3 

CO 

s ^ 

o 



o 

c 

CO 



0> 

CL 



^ 

13 3 0^ ^ ^ 

00 0 v CS ^ 



^ t 2 - 

Hr- .VO 






ss 



Rs° 



r^ — . 



CN 



00 H 
— ' <N * 



CM 00 ^ ^ 

<Nj P <N p »0 



13 S S S = 

^ (S| I ' ' 



'<1 

s: 



k. 

«N4 



s 



■£ ^ 

S !S *- 

O n 

§ - ^ " 
Q 



0> 

8 

3 

>> 

I ^ 

u 

T3 _ 
« UQ 

*S 

p 



^1^ 

§i 



S 8 



c/3 



^ * 
:$ 2 ^ 
\0 (Nl 



R 22 



50 00 00 

Tt CO vq 
CO CO 






- 88 S 1 

vi CO CO 



— r- 

^ U-) ^ 



^ R S 

>0 f <3 f <3 



>1 ? p c 

o ^ ^ 

S:*-* c U 
I o‘ 6 | 
^ S q o 

S 12 5 I 

O — o 



P ^ ^ 



00 g 

^ P 



(/3 

V ii 

s -s 

P *c 



»• OUL 

<N CO 

Imm 

CO P 

x: 

2i 

^ 00 

CA P 

II 

^ll 

0 > C /3 

■c .2 

CO ^ 

> 

*S 

3 



Sr^v CO 

^ > 



jo 



o ° 

Ch P 

^ '3 
CO — 

crt O 

^ a 

13 sq 



CO 

00 

c 



< 

> 

O 

Z 

< 



p 

> 

CQ 

E 

P 



8 



p 
> 
*-w 

CO 

V E 
Ql B 
15 

o 



>> 

J2 

p 

Tp 

C 

O 

c 

p 

j:: 



* 

* 



TO ^ 
p 



cu ^ 3 



00 

CO 






* 

* 

to 

o 



p 

X 

-o 

c 



Oi 

* 



-2 

p 

TJ 



c /3 P 
^ •£ 



00 

p 



T3 

C 



= S 

tP p 

fc 

o 

p 
p 
> 



c /3 ^ 



TJ 

P 






C 

P 

TJ 

2i 

CO 



P 3 



TJ 3 



CO 

00 

p 

c 

p 

X 



> *s 



P T3 



P CO 



P 

> 



s s 
^ 2 
£ w 



V 

a 



m" 2 

c« E rt 11 



p *0 

•w flj 

O p 

Z .*- 



0 > ;TV 

1^' 
Je <s 



j 



> 



CV 



.j 

) 




Table 2. 

Bivariate Correlations between Academic Delay of Gratification (ADOG), Its Motivational Determinants, Goal Orientations, and 
Volitional Strategies among the Cluster Solution for Task, Performance -approach, and Performance- A void Goal Orientations 
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Appendix A 

Sample Item from the Academic Delay of Gratification Scale 

Situation 1 

Academic Delay o f Gratification 

Which of the following would you choose to do? 

A. Delay studying for an exam in this class the next day even though it may mean 
getting a lower grade, in order to attend a concert, play, or sporting event. OR 

B. Stay home to study to increase your chances of getting a high grade on the exam. 

Choose One° 

Definitely choose A Probably choose A Probably choose B Definitely choose B 



Motivational Determinants of Academic Delay of Gratification 
Next indicate (by writing a number in front of each of the statements) how strongly you 
agree or disagree with the statements below use the following scale: 

I = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 

4 = Agree 5 = Strongly Agree 



Going to a favorite concert, play or sporting event. 
This is something that would... 

Be important for me 

Be useful for me 

Be interesting to me 

Worry me 

Have negative consequences for me 

Take a lot of time or effort 

Increase my chances of getting a good grade 

Help me to achieve my academic goals 

Help me to achieve my social goals 

Help me to avoid academic problems 

Help me to avoid social problems 

Conflict with having fun 

1 would like to do 



Staying home to study 
This is something that would... 

Be important for me 
Be useful for me 
Be interesting to me 
Worry me 

Have negative consequences for me 
Take a lot of time or effort 
Increase my chances of getting a good grade 
Help me to achieve my academic goals 
Help me to achieve my social goals 
Help me to avoid academic problems 
Help me to avoid social problems 
Conflict with having fun 
I would like to do 




Note: "Values are based on a 1 ("Definitely choose A" ) to ("Definitely choose B") coding responses, 
with higher values indicating greater preference for academic delay c£ gratification.. 
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Appendix B 



Scales, Sample Items, and Reliability Cronbach Alphas 



Goal Orientations " 

Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey (PALS; Midgley et al., 1997) 

Task Goal Orientation (a = .87) 

• An important reason why I do my work for this class is because I like to learn 
new things. 

• I do my work in this class because I am interested in it. 

Performance-Approach Goal Orientation (a = .85) 

• I want to do better than other students in this math class. 

• I would feel successful if I did better than most of the other students in this math 
class. 

Performance-Avoid Goal Orientation (a = .81) 

• An important reason I do my math work for this class is so that I do not embarrass 
myself. 

• It is very important to me that I do not look stupid in this math class. 

Volitional Strategies " 

Academic Volitional Strategy Inventory (AVSI; McCann, 1998) 
Self-Efficacy Control (a = .74) 

• I tell myself that I will be able to understand and remember this course material 

• I tell myself, "I can do this!" 

Resources Control (a = .69) 

• I call a friend from class and discuss the assignment or material with them. 

• I do think of interesting or different ways to make studying more fun or 
challenging for me. 



Motivational Control (a = .56) 

• I do think about how disappointed others (family/friends) will be if I do poorly. 

• I do think about the kinds of jobs/career that I may end up with if I flunk out of 
college. 



Note: ’The response format consisted of a 7-point Likert scale (1 = "Not at all true of me 
and 7 = "Very true of me"). 



Appendix C 

Mean Differences between Students' Preference for the Delay alternatives and the Non-delay alternatives and their Correlation 

Coefficients with Academic Delay of Gratification (ADOG) 

Delay alternative Non-delay alternative 
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Note: Significance levels are denoted as follows: *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. N = 102. " Positive means differences indicate 
greater agreement with the delay alternative and the negative mean differences indicate greater agreement with the non-delay 

^temative. 




U.S. Department of Education 

Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) 
National Library of Education (NLE) 
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) 




REPRODUCTION RELEASE 

(Specific Document) 



AERA 

1999 



I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION: 



Title: 



M sf A »'f\|v \Vy<3l~t UccV(Ov->C\K(A t^p(<L o4 



Author(s): 



e.Y Ex »^(o e (0 



Corporate Source: 



c. 






■W 



Publication Date: 



II. REPRODUCTION RELEASE: 



In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the 
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy, 
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if 
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document. 



If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom 
of the page. 



The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown below will be 




Level 1 Level 2A Level 2B 



I I I 

ana 

Check here for Level 1 release, permitting reproduction Check here for Level 2A release, permitting reproduction Check here for Level 2B release, permitting 

and dissemination in microfiche or other ERIC archival and dissemination in microfiche and in electronic media reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only 

media (e.g., electronic) ancf paper copy, for ERIC archival collection subscribers only 



Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits. 

If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1 . 



Sign 

here,-^ 

please 

EKLC 



1 hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document 
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system 
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies 
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries. 


Signafu^: . ^ 


Printed Name/PosItlofVTrtlo: 


Or^anizatic^^dress: 




FAX: 


E<Mail Address; 

-1 


Date: > /n C 

T 






Mi. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE): 

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please 
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly 
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more 
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.) 



Publisher/Distributor: 



Address: 



Price: 



IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER: 

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and 
address: 




V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM: 



Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse: 



However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being 
contributed) to: 

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility 
1100 West Street, 2"^ Floor 
Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598 

Telephone: 301-497-4080 
Toll Free: 800-799-3742 
FAX: 301-953-0263 
e-mail: ericfac@inet.ed.gov 
WWW: http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com 
O 

lOUS VERSIONS OF THIS FORM ARE OBSOLETE. 



